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Abstract
ILCA's interventions, whether designed for pastoral or arable farmers, are more likely to
succeed if the interactions of the two groups are borne in mind. This paper presents socio-
economic information on 21 Abet farming households, based on a survey carried out during
the crop year of 1981/82. The survey was based on the methodology and software developed
for agricultural project monitoring.
The people of the area include the Kaje and Kamantan arable farmers and the Fulani
agropastoralists. The main crops are sorghum, millet, maize, cocoyam and yam. Animals
raised include cattle and sheep, mainly kept by the Fulani, goats and pigs kept by the arable
farmers, and poultry.
Average household size is 9 persons, who contribute virtually all the labour. Peak labour
demands occur in May-August (cultivation) and November (harvest). There are some age-
and sex-related differences in seasonal labour.
Livestock accounted for 56% of cash income, independent of time of year. Over 38% of
reported purchases of inputs and equipment were fertilizers of various types. Expenditure on
food indicated little purchase of milk from neighbouring Fulani. The apparent excess of
expenditure over income can only be attributed to off-farm earnings and remittances, which
the survey did not record.
Introduction
ILCA's efforts to help improve the productivity of livestock and hence the incomes and welfare
of producers in the subhumid zone depend on understanding the socio-economic
circumstances of pastoral as well as farming households. The distinction between pastoral and
farming households, although strong at the moment, can be expected to weaken in the future
as the trend towards settlement and farming by herders continues. Likewise, the increasing
tendency of farmers to acquire livestock further emphasizes the ambiguity of the terminology.
 The important point, however, is that interventions designed for either group are more likely to
succeed if the other is also kept in mind, due to the strong interactions between the two. 
This paper presents the results of a farming household survey carried out by ILCA during the
1981/82 cropping year. It reports on the allocation of household and non-household labour
during the year as well as its distribution between the various crops grown in the area. It also
discusses the sources and amounts of income accruing to the sample households and
examines their expenditure patterns.
Materials and methods
The household survey was carried out in Abet village, one of ILCA's study areas, from July
1981 to July 1982.
The survey forms used were identical to those used by the Agricultural Projects Monitoring
Evaluation and Planning Unit (APMEPU) in their clearline farming household economic
surveys all over Nigeria. The use of such forms enabled ILCA to be in the field much earlier
than would have been possible if the Centre had had to design its own questionnaires. A
further advantage was that the experience gained by APMEPU could be made available to
ILCA, as well as APMEPU's trained personnel in the field of data collection and analysis.
However, such advantages were to some extent offset by problems familiar to any field
researcher who has tried to use survey forms designed for a given purpose in a different
setting and for a different purpose. Variables considered vital to ILCA were either completely
left out of the questionnaire or were given cursory attention. In addition, information was
collected on other variables of little interest to ILCA.
Abet (9° 40'N, 8° 10'E), the study village, is located about 14 km south of Zonkwa and
inhabited mainly by the Kaje ethnic group. Other ethnic groups in and around the village are
the Kamantan and the Fulani. The Kaje and the Kamantan are predominantly arable farmers,
while the Fulani, although they grow some crops, raise livestock as their main source of
income.
The major food crops in the area are sorghum, millet, maize, cocoyam and yam. Other crops
include ginger, groundnuts, beans, rice, ache (fonio) and sweet potatoes. Animals raised
include cattle (mainly by pastoral households), goats, sheep, pigs and poultry.
Average household size in the village was estimated at 9 persons, varying from 2 to 25
persons. The average household consisted of 1.6 children between the age of 0 and 7, 2.8
children between 7 and 14, 4.6 adults between 15 and 65, and 0.1 elderly persons over 65.
In terms of cropping practices, slightly over half the cultivated area was devoted to mixed
cropping (54.5%), while the rest (45.5%) was devoted to sole crops. The cultivated areas per
adult male farmer ranged from 1.5 to 3.5 ha (Powell and Waters-Bayer, 1984). In the non-
pastoral households, 34 out of 35 households surveyed kept goats, 31 kept pigs, 33 had
chickens, and 4 had ducks.
Methods used for data collection
Village chiefs and their subheads were visited and their permission sought before selecting
the sample of farmers. The number of farming households under each subhead was Obtained,
and these formed the sample frame from which a random sample of 40 households was
selected. The sample size of 40 was chosen to make the best use of enumerator time and the
supervisory capacity available. The survey lasted 1 year and each household was to be
interviewed twice a week.
Of the original sample size of 40, only 28 household records proved useable by the time the
data had been entered on the computer. The raw data were coded and stored on an Apple
microcomputer before transfer to APMEPU's computer for analysis. During transfer the
useable number of household data records again fell, from 28 to 21, mainly due to problems in
the transfer process. All the preliminary analyses being reported here concern the 21
households that were successfully transferred to APMEPU's computer.
Household labour utilization
Family and hired labour
The peak nature of demand for labour is revealed when the distribution of labour for cropping
according to months as well as according to the sex and age of the people doing the work is
examined (Table 1). The table indicates that for male adults the heaviest months in terms of
labour input are May, June/ July, August and November. May and June are when first weeding
takes place, while July and August are for subsequent weedings. These peaks are followed by
a slight rest period during September and October. November is the harvest period for Guinea
corn, and hence considerable male adult labour is required.
Labour input by female adults and children has a comparable distribution over the course of a
year. However, during December children contributed more labour than adults. They became
heavily involved in harvesting crops and transporting them from the farm to the house, as well
as in taking care of crop residues.
Table 1 also gives the relative contribution of the three groups to total labour used. Female
adult contributions ranged from 8 to 32% depending on the month. November is the month
with the highest input from females, corresponding to the harvest time for late crops such as
Guinea corn. Children's contributions ranged from 1 to 40%, with the highest input occurring
during December.
Table 1. Total family labour used on Abet farms, 1981/82 (hours).
Month Male adult Female adult Child Total Female (%) Child (%)
July 3650 2187 2099 7936 28 26
August 3691 1508 1059 6258 24 17
September 2000 671 840 3511 19 24
October 1179 781 774 2734 29 28
November 3835 3310 3129 10274 32 30
December 1155 763 1275 3193 24 40
January 1872 235 966 3073 8 31
February 722 144 433 1299 11 33
March 284 69 5 358 19 1
April 3837 579 874 5290 11 17
May 6630 2263 1452 10345 22 14
June 7557 2363 1722 11642 20 15
Total 36412 14873 14628 65913 23 22
There are substantial differences in the distribution of labour between households that are not
captured by the aggregates reported in the table. Table 2 indicates such differences for five
households in the survey.
The differences in labour allocation between households imply either the cultivation of different
crops and/or variable crop management practices. Nonetheless, the pattern of peak activity
during July and August still emerges clearly. The dry season, when little farming activity takes
place, is reflected in the figures for January to March, when in some households no labour use
was recorded on the farm.
Table 2. Labour input distribution for selected households (% of year's labour input).
Household No. Jul-Sep Oct-Dec Jan-Mar Apr-Jun
1 60.8 19.6 2.0 17.6
2 32.5 10.0 10.0 47.5
3 45.2 31.0 0.0 23.8
4 80.8 7.7 0.0 11.5
5 45.2 0.0 6.5 48.4
Table 3 confirms the low level of utilization of hired labour in the area. In Abet, as in most
traditional agricultural settings, labour and land form the most important farm inputs. Most of
the labour comes from within the farm household, and its importance is emphasized by the
high correlation between available family labour and cultivated farm area, This suggests that
while the family continues to provide the main source of labour in farm production, there is an
upper limit to the amount of land that can be cultivated.
Analysis of the labour input data indicated that 97.7% of the total labour used by the average
household came from the farming family. Of the 1318 hours hired during the year, 1066 were
on a contract basis while 252 were on other terms. The amount reported in this category
probably includes exchange labour, which was not recorded. The period for which non-
household labour was hired coincided with the weeding months of June, July and August,
indicating the pressure on household labour during this period.
Table 3. Hired labour in 21 Abet farming households, 1981/82 (hours).
Month Contract Other Total
July 77 110 187
August 430 0 430
September 0 0 0
October 0 0 0
November 0 0 0
December 0 0 0
January 0 0 0
February 0 5 5
March 0 0 0
April 0 0 0
May 3 0 3
June 556 137 693
Total 1066 252 1318
The allocation of labour by crop indicates that maize, Guinea corn, beans, yam, cocoyam, late
millet and okra are the leading crops in the area (Table 4).
Table 4. Labour allocation by crop in 21 Abet farming households, 1981/82 (hours).
Crop Male adult Female adult Child
Acha (fonio) 43 9 0
Guinea corn 8731 3344 4037
Maize 10745 4027 2698
Millet 4873 3247 3132
Rice 317 214 113
Beansa/ 1524 707 963
Pigeon peas 171 63 84
Groundnuts 460 121 107
Cassava 638 7 0
Cocoyam 4745 415 1594
Sweet potato 113 47 236
Yam 1185 327 319
Garden egg 6 18 6
Okra 1082 140 639
Peppers 134 513 31
Ginger 618 442 772
Cashew nut 6 0 0
Others 3765 1257 834
Total 37650 14898 15565
a/ Includes soybeans, cow peas and other species.
Contribution of arrivals in the household to labour supply
An analysis of people entering the household was carried out to determine the reasons why
they were joining the household as well as what proportion of them were available for farm
work during their stay. Sixty-five percent of those joining the households were male. Reasons
for coming included visiting, returning from school, ceremonies, work, return from hospital, and
birth, as shown in Table 5.
Table 5. Reasons given by people entering 21 Abet farming households, 1981/82 (% of
arrivals).
Reason Percent
Visiting 30.8
Return from school 20.0
Ceremonies 6.0
Relative for work 5.6
Return from hospital 1.5
Birth 1.1
Other 35.0
Whether or not they gave work as a reason, the majority of those joining households (74%)
were available for farm work. Some came specifically for that reason. A higher percentage of
female than male arrivals were available for work (78 and 66% respectively).
Table 6. Availability for farm work of arrivals in 21 Abet farming households, 1981/82 (%
of arrivals).
Sex Percent
Males 66
Females 78.2
Total 73.6
Sources of income
This section examines the income patterns of the households surveyed. The sources of
income examined were limited to income accruing from the sale of crops and livestock. Cash
sales as well as sales in kind were considered. Table 7 indicates the frequency of items sold
for cash.
Of the items sold for cash, those derived from livestock accounted for almost 56% in value
terms, although they account for only 20% of the number of items in the list. This indicates the
higher cash value of livestock products compared to crops.
Table 7. Major items sold by 21 farmers in Abet, 1981/82.
Item Percent of all items sold Cash received (N)a/
Guinea corn 15.2 805.50
Maize 3.7 544.28
Millet 4.8 168.20
Rice 3.4 656.85
Pigeon peas 1.6 26.60
Groundnuts 1.2 92.50
Cassava 2.3 184.20
Cocoyam 5.5 89.90
Sweet potato 1.1 284.20
Yam 3.2 160.40
Garden eggs n.a.b/ 43.20
Okra 1.2 26.20
Vegetables n.a. 14.80
Spicesc/ 12.9 1050.40
Citrus 1.8 196.60
Guava n.a. 6.00
Locust bean 9.9 820.00
Mango 1.6 17.20
Goats 4.2 550.30
Sheep n.a. 80.00
Pigs 6.7 4483.82
Chickens 10.4 409.60
Guinea fowls n.a. 10.00
Ducks n.a. 5.00
Fish n.a. 13.90
Eggs 1.4 11.20
Turkeys n.a. 821.00
Cattle n.a. 284.00
Skin n.a. 0.20
Others 7.9 n.a.
Total 100 11856.05
Livestock income 6655.52
% of total income 56.14
Pigs % of livestock income 67.37
a/ N, 1.00 = approximately US$ 1.33 in 1984.
b/ n.a. = sale below 1% of total items sold.
c/ The principal component of this category is ginger, but other spices are also included.
Since some expenditure is time-dependent, for example, payment for farm inputs, the timing of
cash income is very important. The income of farmers comes mainly from the sale of crops,
and is thus governed by biological processes that are also time-dependent. In general, sales
of crops are heaviest during the immediate post-harvest period. This peak reflects the
inadequacy of storage structures as well as the pressing needs of farmers for cash. Livestock
sales are more independent of the time of year. Table 7 gives a breakdown of the timing of
the receipt of income from major crop and livestock sales. The largest receipts came during
the harvest months of November and December, and the 2 months following these, as
indicated in Table 8.
Table 8. Timing of sales of crops and livestock in Abet farming households (N. month).
Month Amount
July 683.90
August 679.10
September 497.90
October 240.50
November 1243.30
December 1102.00
January 1008.00
February 1526.20
March 2836.50
April 1470.70
May 504.30
June 1180.70
Total 12973.10
Expenditure
On farm inputs
The income received by farmers from the sale of crops and livestock, as well as from other
sources, is either spent on farm inputs, food and household items, or is given away in the form
of gifts, or is saved.
Table 9 gives a percentage breakdown of the types of inputs and equipment on which farmers
spent their income, whereas Table 10 shows the sources of these. The inputs purchased are
mainly fertilizer, simple farm implements (hoes) and planting materials. Over 38% of reported
purchases of inputs and equipment were fertilizers of various types.
Table 9. Purchased inputs and equipment for 21 Abet households, 1981/82.
Item or equipment Percentage of reported purchases
Hoe 22.6
Compound fertilizer 24.1
C.A.N. fertilizer 9.2
Cutlass/Axe/Knife 8.2
SUPA fertilizer 5.6
Cocoyam (planting material) 4.6
Pigeon peas (planting material) 2.1
Rice (planting material) 1.5
Others 17.5
Table 10 indicates that the market place is the most important source for farm inputs and
equipment, followed closely by farmer cooperative societies and councils. The cooperative
institutions seem to have a strong base in the area. The relatively poor performance of Farm
Service Centres (FSCs) was probably due to their relative scarcity in the area at the time,
since the FSCs are known to have performed very well and captured a much bigger share of
the farm input market in other parts of the state.
Table 10. Major sources of purchased inputs and equipment in 21 Abet farming
households, 1981/82.
Source Percentage share
Trader/Market 33.8
Cooperative 28.2
Farmer council 10.8
Farm service centre (FSC) 10.3
Relative/Friend 4.1
Other government source 2.6
Own unguwa/Village head 2.1
Own farm 1.5
Other sources 6.7
On food and household goods
The types of food purchased by farmers complement what they already grow and consume.
Hence there are no leading cereal crops in the list of food and household goods given in Table
11. Home-made beer (burkutu), a popular drink in the area, topped all other items in terms of
the amount of money spent. Other leading items included soap, palm oil, clothing, meats and
tinned milk. The purchases of fresh and sour milk, which are offered for sale by pastoral
households, were very law, suggesting that the Abet Fulani probably take their milk further
afield for sale in other villages and tawns. If these survey figures are a true reflection of the
activities of the total population in the area, it means that by settling down the Fulani have
'agreed' to incur the 'cost' of having to travel out of the immediate area in order to have access
to more favourable markets for their milk.
Table 11. Important food and household item purchases in Abet farming households,
1981/82.
Item Amount spent Na/
Rice 77.20
Beans 123.90
Cocoyam 40.10
Spices 246.54
Pork 39.90
Beef 90.10
Other meats 353.80
Fish 80.30
Bread 56.12
Palm oil 1389.73
Tinned milk 122.16
Fresh cow milk 8.90
Sour milk 8.60
Locust bean cake 60.00
Sugar 48,80
Salt 220.45
Bottled beer 110.80
Home-made beer 1678.79
Palm wine 97.10
Shoes 153.60
Clothing 515.75
Kerosine 142.46
Soap 941.16
Other toiletries 56.16
Transport 104.13
All others 8087.14
Total 14853.69
3/ N 1.00 = approximately US$ 1.33 in 1984.
Comparison
Finally, it is of interest to compare the expenditure on food and other household items with
that on farm inputs. Since available cash is always limited, farmers might be expected to have
developed decision-making mechanisms to allocate income optimally to the two expenditure
categories at any given time of year. For example, a decline in food expenditure might be
expected during the period of heaviest fertilizer purchases, unless borrowing is involved. The
figures presented in Table 12 do not support this hypothesis. This is probably due to the
existence of other types of expenditure as well as to the contrasting behaviour of individual
farmers in relation to the two categories of expenditure: clearly more complex decision-making
mechanisms are involved.
Table 12 shows the timing of input purchases, most of which occur early in the growing
season. July turned out to be the month of highest input purchases. This is a little late in the
season, since generally the rains come in May. The high figures for July may indicate the late
delivery of fertilizers (a major input) in the area in that year of the survey.
Table 12. Expenditure on farm inputs, food and other household items in Abet farming
households, 1981/82 (N).
Month Inputs Food or other items Total Inputs as % of total
July 2352.7 932.80 3285.50 72
August 588.5 4893.40 5481.90 11
September 1642 4152.50 5794.50 28
October 51.2 3608.80 3660.00 1
November 19.2 938.30 957.50 2
December 0 1714.70 1714.70 0
January 15.5 2090.50 2106.00 1
February 39.2 1932.50 1971.70 2
March 106.6 1076.70 1183.30 9
April 264.3 4142.40 4406.70 6
May 146.6 842.80 989.00 15
June 46.5 1348.50 1395.00 3
Total 5272.3 27673.90 32946.20 16
Looking at income and expenditure simultaneously shows that farmers were in deficit for 10
out of the 12 months of the survey year. However, the only income sources recorded were
crops and livestock. Income from other sources, such as remittances, payment for custom
work, tailoring, salaries etc. were not taken into account. Such data are currently being
analysed. The figures nevertheless indicate that the income from crops and livestock was
inadequate given the level of expenditures for inputs, food and household goods (Table 13). In
other words, the 2 months with a surplus of income over expenditure were November and
March. November is the harvest period for most late-season crop, while the surplus in March
might indicate increased sales of stored farm products, livestock and/or a reduction in
expenditure in anticipation of the need to buy farm inputs for the new cropping season.
Table 13. Income and expenditure patterns of Abet farming households, 1981/82 (N).
Month Income from crops and
livestock
Expenditure on inputs and
equipment
Expenditure on
food, etc
Net
income
Jan 1000.80 15.50 2090.50 -1098.00
Feb 1526.20 39.20 1932.50 - 445.00
Mar 2836.50 106.60 1076.60 1653.20
Apr 1470.70 264.30 4142.40 -1834.70
May 504.30 146.60 842.80 - 485.10
Jun 1180.70 46.50 1348.50 - 214.30
Jul 683.90 2352.70 952.80 - 488.10
Aug 679.10 588.50 4893.40 -1234.50
Sep 497.90 1642.00 4152.50 -3635.60
Oct 240.50 51.20 3608.80 -1887.20
Nov 1243.30 19.20 938.30 285.80
Dec 1102.00 0.00 1714.70 - 612.70
Conclusions
In conclusion, the paper has examined two major aspects of the Abet farming household
economy: labour utilization and the sources and disposal of income from farming activities.
Household economics need to be considered in the design, execution and evaluation of
improved technology packages.
The paper has also brought out the interactions between crop and livestock production. In
particular, it has revealed the very important role of livestock and livestock products in the
generation of income for farming households. This topic warrants further study, especially
given the often problematic state of the data from which these results were obtained. The
distribution of labour shows that the contribution of women and children is significant and
should be considered in the design of interventions. 
The labour distribution over time indicated the possibility of a 'rest period', with little farm work,
sometime in September and October. Further study on this could generate a point of ILCA
intervention to fit the period, and thus the circumstances of farmers. The peak labour demand
periods indicated the involvement of all family members in farm work. There was also hiring of
labour to some extent. Ways to reduce the peaks should be investigated. A linear
programming model of farm households might be useful in this regard. The overall impacts of
labour use, income, and expenditure on the household economy could then be examined in a
holistic manner.
Given that the farmers live interdependently with pastoralists, it is important that similar
information relating to the pastoralists be examined. This is being done and results are
expected shortly. Comparison of the two economies is expected to improve on the knowledge
of crop-livestock interactions.
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